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A series of three experiments with suburban

‘were able to recall’metaphoric structures better than literal

paraphrases of the same information. In the second study, third grade
subiects read a more fapiliar passage and exhibited no difference in

recalling asetaphors and literal descriptions. In the third study, in

'which third and sixth grade students read familiar and unfamiliar

setiphors and literal material, there wa. a significant passage

~familiarity by version (metaghor or literal) interaction. Conclusions

drawn from the three studies were that (1) children's recall of
metaphor is a

cosparable lite

ys as good as and often better than their recall of

al paraphrases: (2) when passage material is

faniliar, ogtaphors are no more salient than their 'litergal
cdunterparts:
their surface structure boundaries. The possibility exists that

metaphors are better recalled than literal passages not because they

(3) whatever metaphor effects exist appear limited to

elicit qreater comprehension, but because they are more vivid and
novel and, therefore, more nenorable. (AEA) _
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Abstract

in a series of three studies, the facilitative effect of metaphors on
children's }qcallgof exp@s!tory passages was evaluated. In Experiment |,
with sixth grade bubjects and an unfamiliar passage, metaphor targéé' -
structures were recalled better than their literal paraphrases. In .
Experiment ||, using third grade subjects and a more famillar passage,
there were no dif erences between metaghor and literal vers!ons of passage
in terms of the recall of target struct;res. In ExpeFImentllll. which .

was designed to elNminate the passage familiarity x grade level/experimenf
confounding, there was a signific..-.t passage familiarity by version
(metaphor or literal) interaction. Metaphors facilitated target structure
" recall only for unfamiliar passages. These data were Interpreted as
supporting the view that metaphor§ can serve the function of brfdg!né °

s, »

new and old information in unfaml‘é:r textual settings.
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The Function of Metaphor in

Children's Recall of Expository Pagsages ,

" For thé better part of three millenia, scholars héve grappled with
.metaphor as a lingulstic and literary' phenomenon. Theories about its
naturé and function have risen, fallen, and been résurredted. Recently,
metaphor has been the objgct of a renaissance .amon:g philosophers, lin-
.guists, and piychologisgs (Ortony, in press). Eduéatork;'too, have
developed an interest in metaphof in the context of their more general
concern for !%e deveiopment of children's abilities to deal with figurative
language. . w

Educators have had two ﬁajor concerns: fifst, to determine when, In
the’course of a reading and language arfs'curriculum. they could safely
begiﬁ including figurative language in children;s rea&ing selections;
second,” to determine when they cculd begin direct instructional actlv}tes
dealiné with figurative language.. The conventional wisdom has Been to
'ﬁVoid'instructlon in figurative language untii the intermediate grades
(4-6) bﬁt to allow it to creep gradual'y into-s;ories and expositions
as early as grade one.l These concerns appear to be motivated by a fear
that children™will interpret figurative language literally and hense
become confused about the topic undef.discussfon. indeed Just.suCh a
fear can find support in some of the research studies éhat have con-

cluded that children have difficulty with metaphor until early adoles-

cence (e,g., Aschs Nerlove, 1960; Winner, Rosenstéil, & Gardner, 1976):

' D

4



. Metaphor and Ch!l&ren's Recall

3 -

Al - L]

V .
' However such research findings may not be entirely rel}j?le. First,
- other stud!es have sughested that figurattveﬂlanguage:expresslons may be
comprehensible to children as younqg as first grade in cérta}n conditions
(e.é.. Gen;ngr. lS?i?iﬂorne. 1966; Mayer, 1975; Pollio & Pollio, lg]k;
Reyhold; § Ortony, Note l). Second, Ortony (in press) and Ortony, Reynolds,
and Arter (1978) have criticized much of the metaphor r;search on method-
ological grognds. arguing,. for example, that the research has not adequately
controlled for rgsbonse bias orr«brla knowledgg.. With respect to réspdhse

L

bias their argument is qhat'chfldren may sinply choose to respon& literally
even when théy do in fact understand the metaphor. ) s 5

The world kpowledge problem is more serious for it.can lead to
erroneous conclusions about children's abilities to.understénd how meta-
.ghors'work. Consider the metaphor, ''science is an iceberg.' The topic
is science; the xgglglg.is fceberg;. The gtound of that metaphor is the
commonal ity shared by science and iceberg. The tension results from
_the incompatibility (lack of shared feéatures) of ihe two terms, science
and iceberg, when considered !iterally. Children may fail to understand
tbe metaphor, ''science is an iceberg,'' because they know nothing about
'tée vehicle, iceberg, rather than because they do not understand Bow
metaqhors work. A third problem occurs when children may reépond literal.y
because they do not undérstapd the task demands. They aren't aware that the
the investigator wants an answer that is a metaphor. Thus the literal

answer does not reflect inability to use metaphor, only a lack of under-

- standing of the task. These criticisms of Ortony and his collaborators

')
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suggest caution in any conclusions drawn concerning children's ability to

understand metaphor. : 9 . f

. Returning to the issue of the role of metaphor in text.comprehension, L.
P@trie (in press) has suggésted th#t metaphors may serve a bridging
function for tﬁe reader. That is, metaphors may allow a égader to transfer
knowledge from the known (the vehicles of th; metaphors) to the ‘new (the
topics of the metaphors). Consistent with Petrie's suggestion, Arter
(1976) approached tre metaphor issue from a different perspective, looking
for their facilitating rather than their interfering properties. She -

' h§pothesized that metaphorical language may serQe t&o intertwined roles.

' Firgg, if the vehicles are:well~known to children, they may serve the
bridging functjon sugggsted by Pe}rié. Second, metapbors (ag\llterary
scholars mighg.arguej add interest and vividness to prose. H;;ég;if
properly constructed énd set in appropriate prose contexts, m;tap;éni \§
may actually facilitate comprehension and recél} of text. Arter's regdigi '
failed to corroborate these hyPotheses. ‘She found no differences between )
sixth grade students' comprehension and recall of passages containing
metaphors and those containing literal parap?rases that had bgfn rated by
judges to be equivalent in meaning to the metaphors. She did note that she
may have experienced methodoiogical difficulties in selecting known
vehlcles'and choos inq appropriate subject matter, and as a result of using
a written rather than an oral response mode for studentg' free recall
protocols.

The pre;ent set of studies were motivated by Arter's research. First,

we were impressed vy the fact that she found the metaphorical versicns of

\
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the passages at least as comprehensible and memorable as the literal
versions, thus weakening the beliefs of prev!pus researchers and thg
assumptions fmplic!t in educational pract!éeéqegér%}ng flguratl&é langqage'
and young ch!ldren'; inability to underé;and It:' §Fcond,-we were
tnterested'ln finding support for her origipal hypothesis by generating
metaphors that used vehicles we vere certain were familiar to the children,

and by using a dlffe;eﬁt content. Third, we decided to extend her

met hodology to~thferent populations of students and new passages.

Experiment |

Method 4

The sample for Experiment | consisted of 20 s!xgh grade students
of average reading abiliiy (as determined byhteacher Judgment) and
20 undergraduate students from the University of Minneso;a.

Two versions of a passage about the pyramids of Egypt (Branson, 1976)

were adapted for the study. One version contained exactly 10 metaphors-

" interspersed among its 539 words. The literal version contairned only

o«

510 words, but’ the same number of propositions (Thorndyke, 1977) as the
ﬁetaphor version. Five independent Judges, each reading ooth versions of
each story,rated the two versions as being highly similar in meaning. In
addition, a pilot study, using subjects from the same population, revealed
that all subjects knew all 10 of the vehicles used in the metaphors.

The sample‘paragraph below shows the metaphor used (under!ined), followed

by the paraphrase used in literal version {in parentheses):
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' Along the banks of the Nile River in Egypt stand the w
oldest stone buildings-~the pyramids. Once those Egyptian

pyramids shone (1) as white as piies of snow on a sunny day

(gieaming white). Today they are more than 5,000 year: old.
No wonder ‘they look a bit rundown! But the pyramids are stili
one of the wonders of the world. And they are lasting evidence
of the Egyptidn's belief in a life after death. y
Ten comprehension probes were developed to assess compreh;nsion cf
the ten taréet strugtures that differed from one version to th; other.
~ For example; the probe corresponding to the paragraph described gbove
¢ sted; “"How did the pyramids lqok when they were jusfﬁbu!1t?“ . °
Subjects were tested individually. They were asked to read the |
passage carefully Inforder to be able to answer questions about it later.
After a 2 minute Intgrpolated task, subjects were asked to recall.as much
as they could from the story eben if they could not remember exact words.
Then subjects were asked quesl!ons for each of the target structures that
they did not report in the free recall sfége.

n

Recall protocols were analyzed in two ways. First, a gist criterion

-

was used for the manipulated target structures (i.e., did or did not the .

subject get the sense of the metaphor or igs literal paraphrase). Second,

o

both versions were divided into propositions, usfng Thorndyke's (1977)

methodology. Recall protocols were scored according to their match with

M -

. 4
the text. -For scoring propositions, an Interjugge reliability of .98 was

-~

obtained on a 102 sample of the protocols.

.

Two way analyses of variance (age by version) were carried out for

. . ‘ .
each of the following dependent measures: gist recall of the manipulated
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‘there a significant lnteradt!ondiffeCt.
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pa!rs_of structures (fqee as well as free-plus-probed récall). recall of

o ' i : A\ .
/the.same manipulated pairs using a propositional breakdown, recall of inci-

dental ‘propositions (propositions not in the manipulated tatget sgructurés).

Results and Dlch§ston

The data for gist recall ?nd the oroposit!onal‘breakdown d}d not
differ; hence only the g!strrecall data is rqported.. Fer. free recall of
target structures (seg_Tabf; 1), there are reliable aifferences attribut-
able to both age, F(1,36) = 20.57, p.< .0l, and version, E(1,36) = 18.4,
p < .0l. Similarly, for freg-plus-probed'gist recall (see Table 2), both
the age, F(1,36) = 36.54, [ < .01, and verslon, F(1,36) = 20.31,.p < .01,

factors revealed significant effects. In neither of these analyses was
* 14

' Insert Tables | and 2 about here.

In contrast to Arter's findings, the presence of metaphors appears
to have had a factlitative effect on recall of selected target structures.
incidentally, Arter found that her‘sixth grade subjécts recalled only
about Si of her target structures using a wrfttéh recall task. 'Here.
using“an oral recall task,osixth grade students recalled 42% of fhe metaphor
structures and 18% of their literal paraphrases. Granting the confounding
of ﬁassage corntent and recall modality bstween the studies, we are tempted
to conclude that a writing task imposes a major constraint on children's

disposition to fgcall passage content, perhaps mgsklng any real differences.

o)
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The fac!l!tative effect’of metaphors .does not ex end beyond the!r
surface structure boundaries, however. In rece!l of inc!dentel pnopos!- |
tions (see Table 3), there was a signiftcant age effect, F(],36) = 17. 90,

P < .0l. However, neither the version nor the interactive effect was.
significant. - ' P
9 f'“”ffb\

Insert Table 3 about here.

. .
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?

‘ e : ' Experiment. Il .
. : » w p :‘ ]
L Having been encouraged by the deta in Experiment l, supportlng the
L) *.

fecil!tat!ve effect of metaphors on oldér children's recall of specific

[

target scructures within an exposlte}y eassege, we decided to extend the

methpdoloqgy to a you;ger age (third grade) and include a reading abil!iy

L
)

variable.

Method
| The'semple was randomly drawn from the popeli;lons of_high ab!{;ty .
(reading above grade level) and low ability (readfng below grade level)
third grade students at an glementary scheel within a middle class sub-
erban area near Minneapolis. ‘ )
Using a passage about water pollution in the Connecticut River,
' wr!ttenvat about third grade readability level, procedures identical to
- those in Eiperfment | fﬁre used to éene;a’e'metaphor and literal versions
of the passage and the ten comprehension probes. The passage was shorter,
however--some 282 words for the metaphor version and 267 words for the

literal version.

. &
10
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Data collection and protocol scoring procedures weve idedi!ca! to

thode used in Exper!ment l. Analysesgof variance for the dependent measures
ware conducted using read!ng ability ahd vers!on as between-subjects factors.
[

@ P . »

. .

Resuits : . . T - :

R . “ L
. . .

for vers!on and no Interactlon.effect (see'Table h) The anaiysis for

e .01 level, Eﬁl,}6) = 16.20 (see Tabie

v ' .
abliity effect, F(1,36) » 22.40, p < .01, but no version or interact.ion

of

Insert Tables 4, 5, and 6 about here.

X X X ¥ ¥ W T ¥ X 4 L 2 T X 4 :ll ------------------ - - -

~

These data stand In stark contrast to the data from Expér!ment e - -

‘Here there were no effects°associated with the inclusion or exclusion of

metaphors, even for the target structures. Nhen we notlced the eontrast,

we wondered whether we had found a real developmental d!fference or just <

a passage effect. Notice that passage and grade ievel are compieteliy | .

confounded between Experimenf; | and 11, | . -
Hence we decided to do a smail scale foilow-up study with a group

of average ab!‘tty sixth gtade sgudents. Using a total of 20 subjects,

. § were randomly assigned to each of four conditions: py?amid-metaphor,

1

¢

11
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pyram!d-literal pollution-metaphor, and pollution-Titeral. We’calculateH

.

W\ \_’ |

only the total (free‘plus-probe) recall of target structures. . -

These data are reported in Table.7. While there ‘are sore differences

A ]

‘between the data nn‘fxperlment | and these data, the‘dlfferences for the *

pyramid passage are .in the same directlon as in Experimerit |, whefeeaﬂ\ N

the d@%% for the pollution passage look more_l!ke'the data for the third

Y .

' grade students in Experiment |, except that they are at a higher overall

level of rqull. S .
. ----------- L K F N & ¥ N K ¥ N X J - .

Insert Table 7 about here.

1 . '. . . “. .
. The discrepancles‘ﬁetypen Experiments | qﬁe Il invite certain specu-

lations about the possib!; copfoundingjofrsuﬁjegt matter familiarity' and

@ L4

knowledge: of pyramids Is, at best, skgtchy ' However, even tﬁird‘grade
chI}dren (especially fﬁ%se living withl.: a fey miles of the Mississlippi
River as.i£ passes throﬁgh.the polluting énvironment of a major metro-
pol ithn area) may know.quite a bit about water eol[ution. .

If a function of ﬁetaohor Is to help students bEidge~from the known
(the vehicle) to the new (the‘topic), it may well be the case that meta-
pﬁors‘can only serve this function in situations where students are ‘
reading relatively.upfamiriar material. With fam{llaf mateFia], the
metaphors ma?‘ﬁe unnecessary, uhinteresting, and possibly even distracting
to students; ‘ence, they do not stand out or remain long in memory.

To investigate this hypothesis, we undartook Experiment 1|1},

v

\(‘ /
, 1%

-~

experiment. It seems reasonable to corniclude that moif sixth grade students'

40



1 T,
ree

&

'...'!.‘.'.:.‘.".&".'i‘?'. D L L S
-Xi 23

" Metaphor and Children's Recall

-

" Experiment 111

Twéhty third and twenty sixth grade students:fromﬂa central I1linois
elementary schéol pérticipated in the study: ten children of.h!gh and
~ten of low reading ablllty'ét each grade level. Ability was degé(Tined

by the reading group to which each child belonged. ' ¢

' Four passages were constructed for each grada level to allow the
mablpulatloh of topic familiarity.and metaphoric!ty. Thérefore, at each
éradé leve{ there existed four versions: (a) famillar-metaphor, (b)rless

familiar-metaphor, (-f'famillar-literal, and (d) 1eb ‘amiliar-literal.
Embedded in each version were ten target structures, which were written
: .

as either a ﬁetaphor or a literal paraphrase, depend!hg.on the version.

-

Each child read both stories in either the metaphor. or the literal con-

Q

dition for h}s or hér grgde level.. Two of tﬁe passages used came from
.Exbéfiments | and fl. The pyramid articlq served as the less familiar
sixth grade passage; the water pollution Article served as the familiar
third grad;:passage. A story about cowloys was the familiar sixth grade
pagiage, and an article abou;‘deep-sésr;xploring vessels was the lgss
familiar third grade passage. As in Experiments | and |1, judges were
used to rate the similarity of the metaphor versus literal versions,
finding that FHF two versions were highlysimilar.
}he students were tested Indivldually by one of two experimenters in

_an emPtY‘Elas;room. The sessions were recprded and !ater transcribed

for scoring. Children began by reading the first passage assigned;

4

(‘
A Y
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. then, following a‘2 minute interpolated task, they recalled everything
ghey could remember from the story. This completed, they answeréd.ten
probe questions on the ten target sgructures enbedded within the story.
This procedure was repeated for\the second story. A two part debriefing
followed. In the first pa;t subjects answered questions to determine
their knowledge of the vehicles used in the metaphor; in the second part

they answered qugstlons about interest,’ease of reading and understanding,

--and familiarity of the topic.

‘Seoring

The protocols were scorgd using functional idea units (Anderson &
Pichert, 1978) and propositions (Turner & Greene, 1977) as units of analysis.
Using funct}onal idea units, frée recall responses were categor{zed under
the follow{ng headings:

1. text-based target structure and incidental idea units--

the idea unit mapped onto a corresponding idea unit in the
oriainal text.

2. recall convention-~markers such as ‘'these are'' or ''it said."

3. hedges--statements such as "I think it said' or™*'l can't

remember exactly.!

4. incorrect text integration--joiring two idea units to form

an incorrect statement.

5. intrusions (consistent or inconsistent)--consistent intrusions

followed logically from some statement in the original text;

inconsistent intrusions were those unrelated to the story.

L
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]
For tre probe question protocols, similar criter!a were used. An

answer was clas;lfledfagz

LIS ta(get~-rest;tement of the target structure

2. correct--a semantically equivalent paraphrase of the

target structure

3. incorrect -
in later analyses, both ''target'' and ''correct'' responses were scored as
correct.

Interjudg: reliability for a 103 sample of protocol. for both scoring
procedures results in a 90% agreement factor between two independent judées. .

For purposes of the present studf, only the datp for the functional
idea unit protocols were analyzed. Analyses of variance were conducted
for three dependent measures: free recall of target structures, probed
recall of target stfhctures. and recall of incidental textual idea units.
A preliminary analysis revealed no significant main or interaction effects
for the passage order varlable so it was dropped from all furtéer analyses.
Bééween subjects factors for the analyses were version (metaphor or

literal), grade (third or sixth),and ability (high or low). The one

within-subject factor was familiarity (mre or less).

Results

The analysis of free recall of target structures suffers from what
appears to be a 'floor'" effect. None of the main effects and only one
out of six interaction effects proved to be statistically significant.,

On tte average students voluntarily recalled or.  about one out of ten
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target proposftions. In sucﬁ a circuﬁst&hce, it is probably meaningless

]

'to try to interpret the significant three way interaction between grade,

s

versiog, and familiarity. ‘
When studeﬁts responded to probe questions designed to elicit target
sentences,z main effects were found for ability level, F = 13.90, p < .01,
aﬁd familiarity, F = 10.97, p < .0l. These.effects are complicated by
three significant two way interactions. The grade x ability level inter-
action, F = k.24, p < .05 (see Table 8), indicates that the ability differ-
ences are sharper at grade six than at grade three.” Similarly, the grade

by fapiliarity interactior, F = 7.09, p < .01, (see Table 9), indicates a

greater disparity between levels of fLmiliarity at grade six than at grade

three. Finally, the verstbn by familiarit§ interaction, F = 5,17, p < .05,

indicates the lack of a facilitative effect for metaphors when material

"is familiar in contrast to the presence of facilitation for metaphors

in unfamiliar material. Because different passages were used at each grade
level, we examined the version x familiar{ty interaction at eaqh-grade
level individually, with similar results (see Table 10). At each level,
the metéphor versus literal comparison was significant only for the
unfamiliar éassage. This version by familiarity interaction }s, of course,

precisely what we predicted based upon our speculation about the possible

confounding between Experiments | ard 11I.

DD W T T P T @ D D R e

Finally the free recall for incidental idea units (see Table 11)

revealed significant effects for grade, F = 3.74, p < .01, and ability

16
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level, F = 25.47, p < .01, and the Interaction between the two F = 7.70,
P < .01, There was no difference attributable to version, thus corrob- -

h ~orating the findings in Experiments | and |l. Surprisingly, however,

..\0-

tomiliarity also failed to show an ovefélf ;ffect.

Insert Table 11 about here..

. General Discussion

Across the three experiments there are. patterns of regularity.

What is remarkable, perhaps, is that children's and aduits' recall of
metaphor is always as good as.ahd often better than their recall of .
comparable [iteral paraphrases. .Thls is true even for 9-year-olds with

» lqw.reading abilﬁty (éboht low sec&nd grade level). We hasten to add |
that this statement can be‘mgde only for situations in which there is
a very high prdbabilit; that .the vehiéle of the metaphor is within the
subjects' store of world knowledge. In Experiment (11, for example, our
debriefing revgaled on' one subject who did not know a]l of the vehicles
for the metaphors used in both passaqes.

Second, tﬁe role of métaphor as a bridging device appears.to depend
upon passage familiarity. When the passage material .is familliar, metaphors
are no more salient than their literal counterp;rts. When the passage
material is les§ ?amiliar, metaphors seem to assume greater salience,
which may in fact be attributable to thatbridagina function hypothesized

by Arter and Petrie.
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Third, whatever metaphor effects,gxyst appear limited to their
surface structure boundaries. They appear not to exhibit clustering
capabilities, as evidenced by gheir.féiluré fo.eiici} greater iﬁhidental
recall than their !jterai.paraphrases.‘~ |

All three of these generalizations, but most particularly the
second, suffer slightly ffom the fact Ehat in Experiment |1l there was
no familiarity effect for recall of incidental id§a units or for intru-

o . - slons in;o'récall that were thematically consistent with the topics ‘of
| the passage. Surely familiar passages shou}d have elicited greater free
' _ recall and consistent intrusions than unfamiliar passages. Such a failure
leads us' to question the validity of our judgments about familiarit;. lp
the,debrlefing, the sixth grade subjecg; ;onsistently rated the pyramid f
pas;age as less familiar while the third grade subjects were more evenly
split (with the nod going to'ghe sea vessels pa;sagé as least famjjjar).".m
Clearly, however, we have only begun to tap the surface of'tﬁig familiarity
issue. r ' .

Regarding our third qeneralization about the lack of any clustering
capab!l ity for metaphors, we would argue that we have not provided.a
faur test. What needs to be done is to vary the position of a given
wataphor within a téxt structure hferarchy; for example, mgtaphors may
elicit better recall of surrouqding propositions than their literal para-
phrases when they appear as '‘nain ideas'' but only equal recall when thev
appear as ''details." ln‘fact:“in'ﬁ study using metaphors and 1iteral
paraphrases as summary statements, ove;all recall was better for the

metaphor condition (Reynolds, Schwartz, & Esposito, Note 2).

ERIC 18
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Finally, we offer some caution about our free and probed recall
measures. - It is poss!ble thct metaphors are better recalled than literal
‘paraphrases not because thaey el!cit greater comprehans!on but only because .
‘they are more vlvld and more novel and, hence. wore salient and memorable.
We néed to test the metaphor effect with other.comprehens!od metrics .. -
(perhaps some paraphrase recognition task) lest we draw gonclhsléns that

are too hold for our methodology.

16
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- recall that he did not recall in the probed recall phase.
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Footnotes

» M . . e a—

: A, e - -
This research was concluded while Pearson and Raphael were on leave

from the University of Minnesota. It was supported by the Nationai

Institute of Education under Contract No. US-NIE-C-“OO-76-O!|6;

‘Arter.(1976) found that apbfbxfmately’iz of running text in basal

readers represented figurative uses of languaée/

2This measure is comparable to “he free ﬁdus probed recall in

t

Experiments | and 1I. In fact, no child ever recalled anything in free

~

3Reynold§. R. E., & Ortony, A. (‘ote 1). | AN

o
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Table |~
Mean ' Free Recall of Target Structures

(Experiment lj

Version
- : Age ' Literal Metaphor !ege
Chidd - 1.1 2.5 1.8
Adult 2.6 L.7 3.65
ﬁveréion 1.85 3.6

(44




Metaphor and Children's Recall
o 23

Table 2
Free Rlus Probe Recall of Target St?uctures

(Experiment 1)

: Version
B Literal Metaphor .
Age M M . —age
Child 1.8 4.2 3.0
Adults 4.9 T 6.6 5.75
!verston 3.35 5.4

L 4
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~ Tabje 3 {

Free Recall of lncfdental.proposltlons

(Experiment 1)

Version ¢

Literal . .Metaphor
Age M M 7 —ege
child 12.b 13.9 13,15,
Adult 20,9 - 21.5  21.20
. Blersion 16.6

17.7
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Jable 4
Free Recall of Target ‘Structures for

‘Third Grade Students (Experiment 11)

Veysion : .
.- . Literal Metaphor M
Ability M ‘M —ability
'.Low . 1.0 .8 .9
High pe 2. 1.85
yyersfon" 1.3 1.45

Metaphor and Children's Recall
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Table §

Free. and Probe Recall of Target Structures

for Thifd Grade- Students (Experiment 1)

Version
Literal Metaphor M
Ability M M —Ability
Low 3.2 3.1 3.15
. _H‘Qh 5.3 573 5.30
M
—yersion 4,25 4,2

26
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1Y
. Table 6
Free Recall of Incidental Propositions-
* for Third Grade Students (Experiment 1)
_ Version
. Literal Metaphor M
Ability M M. ZAbility
. Low 2.1 2.4 2,25
High 5.3 b3 4.8
%zprslon'v 3.7 3.4 : 6.
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28

Free and Probe Recall of Target Propositions

Across Experiment | and |1 for ihe

Two Passages (Sixth Grade Students)

, Version _
Literal * Metaphor
Passage M | . M ~ ﬁP ssages
Pyramid 3.4 h.2 3.8
Water Pollution 7.0 6.6 6.8
M
~yersion

5.2 5.4

-

30



Table 8

Metaphor and

Grade x.Ability Interaction for

Probed Recall (Experiment [11)

_ Ability
Gréede High Low ﬁGrade
Three 4.10 3.35 3.725 .
Six 5.50 *.90 h.2
v Babnitey  u.8 3.125

31

Children's Recall

29
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: Table 9 . . -
| 'Grade-x.Famlllarlfy.ingeractlon for
. ; ~ Probed Recall (Experiiment 111)
FamilTarity d
3
\', : Grade _ More Familiar . Less Famillar !Grade
Three - 3.85  3.60 3.725
Six 5.35 3.05 4,20
. Beamitiarity 460 3.325
@ .
it
3z
\
.
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" Table 10

~

_ Version x Famillarity
Interaction for Probed Recall (Experiment II1)

. Version
‘ ' ‘Familiarity -
. . - Metaphor Literal
Grade 3 - | »
! ' HOI‘Q ) . 3.3 “oh
Less ' 4.5 2.7
. . Grade 6 )
More ' 5.6 5.1
Less . 3.6 2.5
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. &
H Table 11
Grade x Level Interaction for Free Recall
E:%. of Incidental Information (Experiment 111)
Grade .

»

&

Ability  Three Six  Zability

(4
‘ High 11.45 23.30 17.375
Low 7.3 9.00 815
" Morade  9.375 1615 ~

u

3.1
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